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January 1988

Dear Reader,

While the first year of the New York City Adult Literacy Initiative
was characterized by dramatic growth, the second year was a year of
i.x\creasedstability. New sites were added to the core system of classes
and tutorial sessions provided at camunity based organizations, camuses
of the City University of New York, library branches, and sites of the
Board of Bducation. However, for the most part, start-up activities, such
as staffing and renovation were campleted in the first year which allowed
for greater attention to instructional development, student needs, and
program refinement in the secord.

This report on 1986 provides information on the mmber of literacy
programs, the type and quality of services provided, the rumber of people
served and some information on the impact of those services. The mumbers
are impressive. Nearly 50,000 adults were served by programs of the New
York City Adult Literacy Initiative. However, the real nature of the
Initiative is seen when one looks beyond the mumbers and sees the tens of
thousands of adults - workers, the unemployed, hame owners, high school
drop-outs, immigrants, paxmts all striving to develop their reading,
writing, math and English language skills. The New York City Adult
Literacy Initiative has built a remarkable system which can serve as a
mode]l for other areas attempting to respond to the diverse needs of
learners and the complexity of a wide range of agencies providing literacy
services.

The many pecple involved in making this report possible are too
mmerous to mention each by name. Huwevar, several people who shouldered
the responsibilities of data collection and verification, analysis,
writing and editing deserve special mention: Diane Harrington, Ruth
Chamberland, Delia Council, Joan Manes and Beverly Clement.

The teachers, and other program staff are at the heart of the
Initiative by providing the basic services, but they also collect and
report the information needed to understand the scope and the extent of
literacy activities in New York City.

The central staffs of ABE/HSE/ESL Services of the Board of Education,
the Office of Academic Affairs of the City University of New York, the
Community Development Agency, the Brooklyn Public Library, the New York
Public Library and the Queens Public Library have prcvided the overall
coordination of services within their systems. Their administrative and

programmatic support have strengthened the efforts of each literacy
program and contributed to the deveiopment of a strong city-wide system.



A description of the Initiative would not be camplete without
acknowledging the two pecple who have provided the primary leadership to
it. Marian Schwarz, Coordinator of the New York City Mayor’s Office of
Youth Services, and Iois Matheson, Program Associate of the New York State
Education Department, with the support of Garrett Murphy and Russell Kratz
of the State Education Department, have maintained a steadfast commitment
to expanding and improving literacy services so that they are available to
New Yorkers throughout the city.

While the New York City Adult Literacy Initiative has supported an
enormous expansion of literacy services, we’re well aware that we are only
begiming to respond to the demand and need for sexrvices. The strong
foundation put in place during the first two years allows us to consider
ine possibility of continued expansion and the opportunity to examine and
improve the quality of services, and moreover, enables us to face the
challenges of the future.

Sincerely,

/@:’ bl (Lo

Jacqueline Cook
Executive Director
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Fiscal year 1986 (July 1, 1985 - June 30, 1986) macked the second
year of the New York City Adult Literacy Initiative. This initiative
represents a major investment by the City and State, in both financial
mmm,mmmmnutummimmm
York City. It is supported by Mmicipal Assistance Corporation (MAC)
ﬁmmnisurdwmdty,Mbytdnrth&.mtimAct(MA)
nm;ardstatoaidmamltprogrmamm:mEthiumqmm(WEP)
mmmwwuamvorksuumumw. This

report will provide data on the literacy programs operated throughout the
City which are part of the Initiative.

Part I presents information on the students and staff participating in
litaracypmgrmopnratedbytmuavvorkcityaoardotm:mtim, the
City University of New York, and a variety of camamity based
organizations. Part II describes the literacy services provided by the
three public library systems, which are scmewhat different from those
provided by the other agencies. In addition to classes and tutorial
services, the libraries have established broad collections of
instructional and professional materials in adult education, available
for use by other literacy programs as well as individuals.

Ihe New York City Adult Literacy Injtiative

The primary goal of the New York City Adult Literacy Initiative is to
expand and improve adult literacy services throughout the City.

In Fiscal Year 1985, the City and State cooperated in coordinating new
monies which were made availabie in that year with other resources

already being used to support adult literacy services.

Since 1963 the New York State Education Department (SED) has been
administering funds tu support adult basic education services throughout
the: State. The State legislature provided additional funds for adult
basic education beginning in FY’85 when it passed the Erployment
Preparation Education (EPE) bill which provided monies to local education
agencies providing literacy services. These monies were combined with
federal furds provided by the Adult Bducation Act (AEA) and other funds
supporting adult literr-y, including the Welfare Education Program (WEP).

More than §1 billion in Municipal Assistance Corporation (MAC) surplus
funds will be used by New York City over a four yeai’ period to enhance
the City’s econamic develogment. A portion of these funds, $40 million,
has been allocated to combat adult illiteracy. Of this $6 million was
spent in fiscal year 1985; $8.3 million was spent in fiscal year 1986;
$12 million was allocated for fiscal year 1987 and $13.5 miliion for
fiscal year 1988. The MAC funds have provided for the exp.nsion and
improvement of literacy services as well as strong local. cantrol and
coordination of resources.




For convenience, this combination of funds administered by the City and
State and used for the New York City Adult Literacy Initiative will be

referred to throughout this report as MAC/SED furds.
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MAC/SED-furded literacy programs and in setting overall goals for the New
York City Adult Literacy Initiative. 7This cooperation must itself be

racognizaduanimorwmwinst:ugﬂmﬁmadultlitencypmgram
in the City.

Two types of instructional programs are eligible for furding: basic
education (basic reading, writing, and math) and ESOL (English for
speakers of other languages). A particular concern is to adiress the
problems of those most in need of assistance. The guidelines call for at
lmtzstotmmwtohatﬂwlmwmglmls
(equivalent to gradas 0-4.9), and at least 25% at the lowest level of
English proficiency (ESOL levels Y & IT). In addition, the goal is to
serve student populations of which 50% are unemployed.

Tra MAC/SED-funded adult literacy initiative aims to increase
substantially the rumber of students who can be served in literacy
programs providing basic education and ESOL services. It is also aimed
at improving the quality of New York City’s basic skills instruction in
order to reduce adult illiteracy in future years.

by prograns
commnity based organizations and the Board of Education. These data
reported on studants, and the type and extent of services. Tie public
libraries reported on their sarvices by sutmitting a final report which
described: the literacy cencars (the location, hours of operation, and
equipment resources); the liveracy collections (the quantity and type of
materiais); and the weekly use of the centers.



This report is being written and disseminated to provide a detailed
sumrary of the FY 1986 literacy activities supported by the New York City
Adult Literacy Initiative. while only aggreqate data are available and
reported here, individual student data have been collected and
hmrpontadintoacity-widodatahnsaformammlysis. A
separate report will be issued describing the research findings.

a
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1. PROVIDER AGENCLES

In fiscal year 1986, instruction in basic reading, writing, and
mathematics and in English for speakers of other lanquages (ESOL) was
offered by 10 colleges of the City University of New York (CUNY), 33
cammunity-based organizations (CBOs), and 22 regions within the Board of
Education (BOE) under MAC/SED funding. This represents slightly fewer
programs for CUNY and CBOs as compared with FY 1985, when 11 CUNY colleges
and 36 CBOs offered litevacy instruction. For the Board of Education, a
major new program, the Consortium for Worker Literacy (camprising 7
unions), was added in FY 1986.

These programs continued to offer great diversity in their services to
the adults in various cammnities of New York City. They rarged from
programs with fewer than 50 students in two or three classes to Board of
Education regions with multiple sites serviny over 2,000 students. The
format of instruction also varied greatly. Tutcrials, small group
instruction, and labs (including computer-assisted instruction) were
offered in addition to classroom instruction.

The most cammon type o instruction offered in these programs was
English for speakers of other languages (ESOL): Closely following that
was basic education (BE). In addition, as in FY 1985, several

offered instruction in mathematics or in basic education in a native
language (BENL), usually Spanish or French. Many programs provided
instruction in more than cne area.

13



II. STUDENTS

The instructional programs descriked here served a total of 47,089
students in FY 1986, an increase of 6,993 over FY 1985. The mmber of
summservedbyeadipnwideragunyma.dmtypeof instruction is
presented in Table 1.

TABLE 1
NUMEER OF STUDENTS SERVED BY PROVIDER AGENCY

CUNY CBos BOE TOTAL

BE 4,915* 2,360 14,387 21,663
22.77% 10 9% 66.4% 100%

ESOL 2,380 3,421 17,948 23,749
10.0% 14.4% 75.6% 100%

BENL 123 216 785 1,124
10.9% 19.2% 69.8% 1C0%

MATH 23 530 c 553
4.2% 95.8% 0.0% 100%

TOTAL 7,442 6,527 33,120 47,089
15.8% 12.9% 70.3% 100%

* Some of these CUNY students received instruction in Spanish. Since an
exact mier was not reported, they are included in this BE total.

As shown in Table 1, the Board of BEducation served 70% of the total
students for FY 1986. The commnity-based organizations served about 14%
of the total, while CINY sexrved about 16%. In FY 1985, the Board of
Education served the same share of the total, about 70%. The CUNY
colleges’ share of the total increased from FY 1985, when they served just
under 10%, while the CBOs’ share decreased fram FY 1985, when they served
about 18% of the total nmmber of students.

The Board of Bducation served more than two-thirds of the total
students in both BE and ESOL. In actual mmbers, however, the Board
served 1,655 fewer stdents in BE than in FY 1985, and 5,595 more students
in ESOL. CUNY served a proportionally higher mmber of BE students.
Students in BENL were sarved in proportionately higher mmbers by CBOs,
which also serve- the vast majority of students in separate math
instruction. Many basic education classes at all agencies included math
instruction as part of their curriculum.
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Using the same data presented in Table 1, Table 2 presents a breakdown
of students by type of instruction.

TABLE 2
NUMEER OF STUDENTS BY TYPE OF INSTER 'CTION

BE ESOL BENL MATH TOTAL

CQUNY 4,916 2,380 123 23 7,442
66.0% 32.0% 1.7% 0.3% 100%

CBO3 2,360 3,421 216 530 6,527
36.2% 52.4% 3.3% 8.1% 100%

BOE 14,387 17,948 785 0 33,120
43.4% 54.2% 2.4% - 100%

TOTAL 21,663 23,749 1,124 553 47,089
46.0% 50.4% 2.4% 1.2% 100%

Table 2 illustrates that slightly more than half of all students,
50.4%, were enrolled in ESOL instruction, as compared with 46% in BE
instruction. Again, this is a reversal of percentages from FY 1985, when
51.6% of the students were enrolled in BE, ard 44.5% were enrolled in
ESOL. All provider agencies except CUNY served sukstantially more
students in ESOL than in EE.

In addition to the mmbers given here, the provider agencies served
6,324 students reading at grade levels 9 through 12 in basic education
classes. CUNY served 2,845 such students, CBOs served 73, and the Board
of Education served 3,406. Since city MAC funds only supported BE
services for levels 0-8.9, these higher level students are excluded from
this report.

In FY 1986, a significant change was made in the system for providing
services to pre-GED and GED students. Prior to FY 1986, GED services were
provided through the Board of BEducation. While services were located at
CBOs and CUNY campuses throughout the city and in the case of CUNY the GED
program was coordinated through its central office, all GED students and
therefore instructional and contact hours, were reported through the EOE.
In FY 1986 a new model was created which provided for a transition of same
of these services fram the BOE to CUNY. The increased FY ‘86 mumber at
the EE upper levels for CINY and the decrease for BOE and the change in
the proportion of ES vs. ESOL students served reflect the implementation
of this change. This change in service providers also significantly
explains the shift in the proportion of total students being served by

each literacy provider agency.
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Being the first year in this transition of services, CUNY data
collection and reporting procedures were not solidified. Therefore,
differences existed in the type of information reported. The 2,923 CUNY
pre-GED students 8-8.9 are included in the total presented in this section
ﬁ, except where specifically noted, are not included in the sections

¢h follow.

B. Instructional Level of Students*

A major goal of the MAC/SED literacy funding is to address the needs
of adults functioning at the lowest reading levels and/or having the least
proficiency in English. For this raason, .he funding guidelines specify
that at least 25% of the students served be reading at grade levels 0-4.9
an® that at least another 25% be at the beginning ESOL levels (I/II).
vais goal was difficult to attain for basic education students, as it was
in FY 1985, according to program managers, who stated that beg or
very poor readers were the most difficult group to recruit and to retain.
During FY 1986 for readers at levels 0-4.9 represented only 13.1% of the
total student population, exactly the same percentage as in FY 1985. It
must be recognized, however, that EE studants as a whole »-
substantially less than half the total student population (42.4%, as seen
in Table 2). The 5,794 students served in the lower instructional levels
of EE represent 30.9% of the total mmber of BE students, which is a
substantial increase frwu FY 1985 when only 25.3% of the BE population
were in levels 0-4.9. ESOL students at levels 1I/1I, on the other hard,

38.9% of the total student population, an increase from 33.6%
in FY 1985. All three provider agencies were sw.cessful in recruiting
beginning level ESOL students.

TARLE 3
NUMBER OF BE AND ESOL STURENTS AT LOWER INSTRUCTIOMNAL LEVELS

BE % % ESOL %

lLevels BE Total Levels ESOL Total

0-4.9 Pop Pop I/1X Pop Pop
CUNY 942 47.3% 20.8% 1,865 78.4% 41.3%
CBOS 1,234 52.3% 18.9% 2,755 80.5% 42.2%
BOE 3,618 25.2% 10.9% 12,575 70.1% 38.0%
TOTAL 5,794 30.9% 13.1% 17,195 72.4% 38.9%

*For the following sections of this report CUNY student mmbers and
calculations are for 1,993 EE students and 4,519 total students.

prd
(-



.......
P

C. Basic Bducation

Of the of 18,740 students enrvlled in Basjic Education instruction.
Of these, 2,313 (12.3%) were at the very lowest level (0-2.9), while 3,481
(18.6%) were at level 3-4.9. As noted above, students functioning at
these cambined levels repregented 30.9% of the basic education population,
an increase from FY 1985 when the lower levels represented 25.3% of the
basic education population. This increase reflects an increase in lower
level students served by the Board of Bducation; .n FY 1986, 25.2% of the
Board’s EE students were at the lower instructional levels as compared
with 17.6% in FY 1985. Both CUNY and the CBOs contimued to serve about
half of their BE students in the lower levels.

TABLE 4
NUMBER OF BASIC EDUCATION STUDENTS BY INSTRUCTIONAL 1EVEL

LEVEL LEVEL SUBIOIAL LEVEL LEVEL SUBIOTAL
0-2.9 3-4.9 0-4.9 5-6.9 7-8.9 5-8.9 TOTAL

CUNY 429 513 942 780 271 1,051 1,993
21.5% 25.7% 47.3% 39.1% 13.6% 52.7% 100%

CBOS 653 581 1,234 722 404 1,128 2,360
27.7% 24.6% 52.3% 30.6% 17.1% 47.7% 100%

BOE 1,231 2,387 3,618 4,787 5,982 10,769 14,387
8.6% 16.6% 25.2% 33.3% 41.6% 74.9% 100%

TOIAL 2,313 3,481 5,794 6,289 6,657 12,946 18,740
1°.3% 18.6% 30.9% 33.6% 35.5% 69.1% 100%

oy
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D. ESOL

Table 5 demnstrates that the literacy programs have been uniformly
successful inrecmiti:gsmdutspu-fozmj:gatmelmlevelsammg
this population. In fact, over 70% of each agency’s ESOL population was
functioning at the combined lower levels, and close to half at the very
lowest level.

TABLE 5
NUMEER OF ESOL STUDENTS BY INSTRU-ITONAL LEVEL

IEVEL LEVEL SUBTOTAL LEVEL LEVEL SUBTOTAL

I II I/11 III Iv III/IV TOTAL
CUNY 1,130 735 1,865 361 154 515 2,380
47.5% 30.9% 78.4% 15.2% 6.5% 21.6% 100%
CBOS 1,802 953 2,755 505 161 666 -,421
52.7% 27.9% 80.5% 14.8% 4.7% 19.5% 100%
BOE 8,734 3,841 12,575 3,560 1,813 5,373 17,948

48.7% 21.4% 70.1% 19.8% 10.1% 29.9% 100%

TOTAL 11,666 5,529 17,195 4,426 2,128 6,554 23,749
49.1% 23.3% 72.4% 18.6% S.0% 27.6% 100%

E. Race/Ethnicity+*

The student population was broken down by race or ethnicity into five
categories: Native American, Asian, Black, Hispanic, and white/Other.
Table 6 demonstrates that, as in FY 1985, the vast majority of students
were non-vwhite: 90.0% c. the total student populition, 91% of CUNY’s
population, 83.5% of the CBOs’ population, and 92.1% of the Board of
Education’s pcpulatior. Nearly half of the total population was Hispanic,
and nearly one third was Black.

* The data presented for Race/Ethnicity, Gender, Age, Employment Status,
mﬂwmrdummudammmf-mwwm. Since not

educatimammth),tmtatalnnbarotsuﬂmtsrmtadirﬂme
categories does not match the total mmber of students servec

programs. (Percerntages shown are based on total reporting in each
category. )
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TABLE 6
NUMEER OF STUDENTS BY RACE/ETHNICTITY

NATIVE WHITE/

AMERICAN ASIAN BIACK  HISPANIC OTHER  TOTAL
CUNY 19 367 1,566 2,289 422 4,663

0.4% 7.9% 33.6% 49.1% 9.0% 100%
CROS 6 627 1,780 2,247 920 5,580

0.1% 11.2% 31.9% 40.3% 16.5% 100%
BOE 131 3,690 10,182 16,598 2,633 33,234

0.4% 11.1% 30.6% 49.9% 7.9% 100%
TOTAL 156 4,€84 13,528 21,134 3,975 43,477

0.4% 10.8% 31.1% 48.6% 9.1% 100%

F. Gender and Age

Students were also categorized
the previous year, considerably more femalus than males
literacy programs. In FY 1986, 60.4% of the students

by gender.

Table 7 reveals that, like
were served by the
were female,

approximately the same as in FY 1985 when 59.0% of the students were

female.

In addition, students were grouped by age: 16-2) years, 21-24 years,

TABLE 7
NUMEER OF STUDENTS BY GENDER

MALE FEMALE TOTAL
CUNY 1,887 2,806 4,693
40.2% 59.8% 100%
CBOS 2,432 3,270 5,702
42.7% 57.3% 100%
BOE 13,037 20,411 33,448

39.0% 61.0%
TOTAL 17,356 26,487 43,843
39.6% 60.4% 100%

25-44 years, 45-59 years, and over 60 years. As shown in Table 8,

students in the group 25-44 years represented over half of the to*al
mmber of students. This was also true in FY 1985, when 51.7% of the
students were in this group.
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TABLE 8
NUMEER OF STUDENTS DY AGE

16-20 21-24 25-44 45~-59 60+ TOTAL
CUNY 454 803 2,661 656 119 4,693
9.7% 17.1% 56.7% 14.0% 2.5% 100%

CBOS 887 880 2,885 77% 272 5,702
15.6% 15.4% 50.6% 13.6% 4.8% 100%
BOE 4,733 5,471 17,981 4,392 871 33,448
14.2% 16.4% 53.8% 13.1% 2.6% 100%

TOTAL 6,074 7,154 23,527 5,826 1,262 43,843
13.9% 16.3% 53.7% 13.3% 2.9% 100%

Tables9and10presentthenmberotmlemﬁfmlestmentsbyage
groupings. For both male and female, the largest age groupingy was 25-44
yea:s,mtﬂmmmunlessataﬂacyformlesmirglitency
programs to be yomger than female.. Mure than 30% of all males were
under 25, while only 23% of famales were under 25. In addition,
subsbantiallymfmlesﬂnnmlesminﬂn%—«mﬂﬁ-wage
groupings. These patterns were consistent for all agencies and cuntimue a
trend from FY 1985.

TABIE 2
NUMBER OF MALE STUDENTS BY AGE

16=20 21-24 25~44 45-59 60+ TOTAL
CUNY 209 368 1,037 236 37 1,887

11.1% 19.5% 55.0% 12.5%  2.0% 100%
CBOS 467 388 1,199 288 90 2,432

19.2% 16.0% 49.3% 11.8%  3.7% 100%
BOE 2,275 2,446 6,758 1,280 278 13,037

17.5% 18.8% 51.8% 9.8%  2.1% 100%
TOTAL 2,951 3,202 8,994 1,804 405 17,356

17.0% 1€.4% 51.8% 10.4%  2.3% 100%
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TABLE 10
NUMEER OF FEMALE STUDENTS BY AGE
16-20 21-24 25-44 45~59 60+ TOTAL
CQUNY 245 435 1,624 420 82 2,806
8.7% 15.5% 57.9% 15.0% 2.9% 100%
CBOS 420 492 1,686 490 182 3,270
12.8% 15.0% 51.6% 15.0% 5.6% 100%
BOE 2,458 3,025 12,223 3,112 593 20,411
12.0% 14.8% 54.9% 15.2% 2.9% 100%
TOTAL 3,123 3.152 14,533 4,022 857 26,487
11.8% 14.9% 54.9% 15.2% 3.2% 100%

G. Employment Status

In order to zuddress the educational needs of the populations most in
need of aseistance, MAC/SED funding guidelines specified that at least 50%
of the student population city-wide be unemployed adults. As shown in
Table 11, this goal was achieved: 51.1% of the students were unemployed
(whether available for work or not). This represents a slight drop from
FY 1985, when 55% of the students served were unemployed.

TABIE 11
NMBEROFS'IUEEN’ISBYB_IPIDWI‘S’MIS

UNEMPLOYED/ UNEMPLOYED/

EMPIOYED AVATIABLE NOT AVATIABLE
CUNY 2,010 1,448 646
49.0% 35.3% 15.7%
CBOS 1,992 2,543 1,229
34.6% 44.1% 21.3%
BOE 18,988 10,661 7,452
51.2% 28.7% 20.1%
TCTAL 22,990 14,652 9,327
48.9% 31.2% 19.9%
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H. Qther characteristics

Further information was collected about students participating in

it
PO

instructional programs, as presented in Table 2. Since students may fall

intomtmnmacatego:y,mtotalsbyaqur:yampxuented.
Percentages given are percent of total population served.

TARLE 12
NUMBER OF STUDENTS BY CHARACTERISTICS
RECEIVE HANDI~ IMI- INSTTTU-
P.A. CAPPED GRANT MIGRANT TION
CUNY 7.6 198 2,950 155 2
15.2% 4.2% 43.4% 3.3% .0%
CBOS 1,596 357 3,263 74 266
28.3% 6.3% 58.0% 1.3% 4.7%
BOE 6,031 1,878 18,150 514 884
18.1% 5.7% 54.6% 1.5% 2.7%
TOTAL 8,353 2,433 23,463 743 1,152
19.1% 5.6% 53.8% 1.7% 2.6%
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'nnmmtothstmctimotmradbypmgmormivedbystxmnts
was measured in various ways. The rirst of these is the rnmber of
instructional hours, mid\mthehcursothutr\mimotfemw
programs. A three-hour session, for example, represents three

This is calculated for each class by miltiplying the instructional hours
by the mmber of students attending. Thus, a tiree-hour session attended
by 15 students represents 45 contact hours, while a three-hour session

attended by 12 students represents 36 contact hours. Each instructional
program calculated and reported its own instructional and contact hours.

A th‘rd measure of the amount of instruction is the
contact hours by the total mmber of students. This can be used to
apprmdmteﬂnintasityokastmctimorttnavengelengﬂaoftim
students received instruction.

'ﬂnfw:ﬂmmofﬂwhstnntimisﬂnmm:
lents 5 session, derived by dividing contact hours

A total of 355,815 hours of insruction was reported by the programs,
an increase of 73,353 hours from FY 1285. This included 10,673 testing
hours (3% of the total) and 345,142 instructional hours. The latter is an
increase of 71,813 hours fram FY 1985. Table 13 breaks down the
instructional hours (excluding testing hours) by type of instruction.

It is interesting to note that the percentages of instructional hours
for BE and ESOL differ from the percentages of stidents emrolled in those
areas: 42.4% of the students were enrolled in BE and received 52.3% of the
instructional hours; and 53.8% of the students were in ESOL and received
44.7% of the instructional hours. For BENL , these percentages
were fairly consistent: 2.5% of the students BENL and received
2.3% of the instructional hours; and 1.3% of the students were in math and
received 0.7% of the instructi-al hours. A explanation for the
discrepancies in BE and ESOL i. that the instruction for BE students was
provided through tutorials, small groups and smaller classes at lowe:
levels to allow programs to better gerve this difficult populatioe:.

g
Iy

;

oty ]
o



TABLE 13
NMUMBER OF INSTRUCTIONAL HOURS BY TYPE OF INSTRUCTION

BE ESOL BENL MATH TOTAL

CQUNY 21,201 15,126 1,165 78 37,570
56.4% 40.3% 3.1% 0.2% 100%

CBOS 32,933 25,534 2,225 2,426 63,118
52.2% 40.5% 3.5% 3.8% 100%

BOE 126,282 113,623 4,542 0 244,454
51.7% 46.5% 1.9% -— 100%

TOTAL 180,423 154,283 7,932 2,504 345,142
52.3% 44.7% 2.3% 0.7% 100%

The greatest number of instructional hours was offered in basic

education: a total of 180,423, which
FY 1985. Of this total, 86,248
instructional levels (0-4.9), while 94,175 (52.2%)

represents an increase of 28,972 over
hours (47.8%) were offered at the lower
ware offered at the

higher levels. Table 14 presents the basic education instructional hours

by instructional levels.

TABLE 14
NUMBER OF INSTRUCTIONAL HOURS FOR BASIC EDUCATION BY IEVEL
LEVEL LEVEL
0-4.9 5-8.9 TOTAL
CUNY 11,901 9,300 21,201
56.1% 43.9% 100%
CBOS 24,195 8,738 32,933
73.5% 26.5% 100%
BOE 50,152 76,137 126,289
39.7% 60.3% 100%
TOTAL 86,248 94,175 180,423
47.8% 52.2% 100%

A camparison of the proportions of basic education students at: the
different instructional levels (Table 4) with the basic education

hutnntiaullnmatﬂmlmls(’l‘ablcu)

reveals an interesting

pattern. Overall, 30.9% of the basic education students were at levels
0-4.9 and received 47.8% of the basic education instructional hours. At

-y
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CQUNY, 47.3% of the basic education students were at the lower levels and
received 56.1% of the basic education instructional hours. At the CBOs,
52.3% of the EE students received 73.5% of the BE instructional hours, and
at the BOE 25.2% of the BE students received 39.7% of the BE instructional
hours. This pattern was also fourd in FY 1985, ad is due, at least in
part, to the funding requirement that lower level basic education classes
be smaller (8-14 students) than clrs~es of other types and levels (10-20),
reflecting a need for more intensi\- instruction at this level. Then, a
smaller class size for levels 0-4.9 :wuld result in a higher proportion of
hours when campared to students.

The total mmber of instructional hours for ESOL was 154,283
increase of 47,116 froam FY 1985. Of this total, 106,008 hours (
were at instructional levels I/II, while 48,275 hours (31.3%) were at the
higher j:st=:ctiwxl levels, as shown in Table 15.

TARIE 15
NUMBER OF INSTRUCTIONAL HOURS FOR ESOL BY LEVEL

LEVEL LEVEL
I/11 III/IV  TOTAL

CUNY 10,695 4,431 15,126
70.7% 29.3% 100%

CBOS 18,645 6,889 25,534
73.0% 27.0% 100%

BOE 76,668 36,955 113,623
67.5% 32.5% 100%

TOTAL 106,008 48,275 154,283
68.7% 31.3% 100%

When the figures in Table 15 are campared with ESOL studert data in
Table 5, it can be seen that, for all programs, the proportions of ESOL
imtrwtianlmmfajrlymntmtwiﬁxﬂnprantimofm
enrolled at those levels. This would be expected since there were no
differences in the requirements for class size for varicus ESOL levels. A
minimmofmardam;dnmofzomﬂmuwmforanm%
classes. Interestingly, the lower level students received slightly
smaller propartions of instructional hours in all programs than their
proportions of the student emrollment. Overall, 72.4% of the ESOL
students were enrolled in levels I/II and received 68.7% of the ESOL
instructional hours. At CUNY, 78.4% of the ESOL students received 70.7%
of the ESOL instructional hours; at the CBOs, 80.5% of the ESCL students
received 73.0% of the ESOL instructional hours; and at the BOE, 70.1% of
the ESOL students received 67.5% of the ESOL instructional hours. This
pattern was also found in FY 1985,
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B. Contact Hours

A total of 3,864,567 contact hours was reported by the instructional
programs, an increasa of 713,596 contact hours over FY 1985%. Of this
total, 3,814,368 hours were for instruction, and 50,199 were for testing.
Table 16 presents the contact hours (excluding testing contact hours) by -~
type of instruction.

TABLE 16
NUMBEER OF CONTACT HOURS BY TYPE OF INSTRUCTION
BE ESCL BENL MATH TOTAL
QUNY 223,59 238,319 16,636 1,206 479,755
46.6% 49.7% 3.5% 0.3% 100%
CBOS 211,608 414,021 27,193 22,928 675,750
31.3% 61.3% 4.0% 3.4% 100%
BOE -, 168,095 1,461,440 29,328 0 2,658,863
43.9% 55.0% 1.1% -— 100%
TOTAL 1,603,297 2,113,780 73,157 24,134 3,814,368
42.0% 55.4% 1.9% 0.6% 100%

'nnprcportimotcamactlnmsforead:typeof instruction (Table
16) is fairly consistent with the Froportions of students enrolled:
ovarall, 42.4% of the students were enrolled in BE and generated 42.0% of
the contact hours; 53.8% of the students weve enrolled in ESOL and
generated 55.4% of the contact hours; 2.5% of the students were enrolled
in math and generated 1.9% of the contact hours; and 1.3% of the students
were enrolled in BENL ard generated 0.6% of the contact hours. This
consistency was not found for instructional hours in BE and ESOL; nor was
it true in Fy 198s.

A total of 1,602,297 contact hours was provided in basic education.
Of this, 655,946 contact hours (40.9% of the basic education contact
hours) were provided at the lower levels, and 947,351 contact hours

(59.1%) at the higher levels. Omparing these figures, presented in Table

pattemacmumi-otlmlmlmﬂentsq-mtirgammtively
higher mmber of contact hours. At QINY, 47.3% of the EE stidents
generated 52.8% of the BE contact hours: at the CROs, %2.3% of the BE
stixients generated 61.4% otﬂnmcmtactlnm;arﬂatmm, 25.2% of
ﬂnmmﬁatsqumtadu.s%otthommhmrs.
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TABLE 17
NUMBER OF CONTACT HOURS FOR BASIC EDUCATION BY LEVEL
LEVEL LEVEL
0-4.9 5-8.9 TOTAL
CQUNY 118,167 105,427 223,594
52.2% 47.2% 100%
CBOS 129,862 81,746 211,608
61.4% 38.6% 100%
BOE 407,917 760,178 1,168,095
34.9% 65.1% 100%
TOTAL 655,946 947,351 1,603,297
40.9% 59.1% 100%

Table 18 presents the ESOL contact hours: a total of 2,113,780 contact
hours, animseotsn,zsowrtacthnmoverﬂmsswhimrepmserms
a 32% increase. When these data are compared with ESOL student data
(Table 5), it can be seen that the prororcions of students enrolled at
each level are fairly consistent wit!; the proportions of contact hours for
those levels: overall, 72.4% of the ESOL students were at levels I/II amd
generated 70.2% of the ESOL contact hours. At CUNY, 78.4% of the ESOL
students generated 76.1% of the ESOL contact hours; at the CBOs, 80.5% of
the ESOL students generated 79.0% of the ESOL cantact hours; and at the
BOE, 70.i% of the ESOL students generated 66.8% of the ESOL contact
hours. This consistency was also found in FY 1985.

TABLE 18
NUMBER OF JONTACT HOURS FOR ESOL BY IEVEL
LEVEL LEVEL
I/11 III/IV TOTAL
CQUNY 181,442 56,877 238,319
76.1% 23.9% 100%
CBOS 327,080 86,941 414,021
79.0% 21.0% 100%
BOE 976,315 485,125 1,461,440
66.8% 33.2% 160%
TOTAL 1,484,837 628,943 2,113,780
70.2% 29.5% 100%
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C. Contact Hours per Student

The attendance of students enrolled in adult literacy programs varies
widely. sStudents may enroll at any point within a fiscal year; hours of
imtructimvarybypmgrmn:mllesmyintamxptﬂnirsmdiesdmto
any one of a myriad of personal factors. As a result, the rumber of
cmtacthmmperst\ﬂentwiﬂxinashglefiscnlyurmmgefma
very few to over 200. A student may contimue to attend for as long as
they want or need to, crossing fiscal years. This report does not track
amﬂativehmrsparshﬂatmﬁscalyms.

Maveragemmberofcmtacthun'spersbmmtorallgmgramsms
80, as campared with 76 in FY 1985. For CUNY, it was the highest, 106 (as
campared with 92 in FY 1985): for the CBOs, it was 102 (as compared with
86 in FY 1985); and for the BOE, it was 73 (as campared with 72 in FY
1985) .

anﬂ:erscanbeusedtoamdmtaﬂnimityofh\stmction
or the average length of time students received instruction. Although the
acmalumberofsessimsormelmofatwﬂarmperst:m&pmdsupon
the schedule of each program, for a typical schedule of two three-hour
sessions a week, an average of 80 contact hours per s* “~nt would mean
26.6 sessions or 13.3 weeks of instruction.

'meaveraqen.mberofcmtacthmnspersuﬂmtwashigtmtforESOL
students: 89. For EE, the average was 86; for BENL, it was €5; and for
math, 44. It is interesting to note that for BE 0-4.9 students, the
average nmumber of contact hours was 113, which greatly exceeded the BE
average of 86.

The average attendance per session for all programs, derived by
dividing contact hours by instructional hours, was 11, the same as in FY I
1985, For CUNY, the average attendance was 13: for the CBOs, it was 11; N
and for the BOE, it was 11. The average attendance of 14 for ESOL was the
highest; for BE, it was 9; for BENL, it was 9: and for math, it was 10.
Itmstbemtedtmtﬂwseﬁgtmdomtﬁﬂimteatbmdamarata,
since they cannot be compared with the number of students enrolled.

TABLE 19
ATTENDANCE BY TYPE OF INSTRUCTION

BE ESOL BENL MATH AVERAGE
CUNY 11 16 14 15 13
CBOS 6 16 12 9 11
BOE 9 13 6 —_— 11
AVERAGE 9 14 9 10 11
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Table 20 presents the attendance mumbers for basic education by
instructional level. The smallest mumbers were at the lower levels, most
likely reflectirg the smaller classes at these levels. In fact, MAC/SED
funding guidelines require smaller classes for lower basic education
students: an average daily attendance of 8-12 at level 0-2.9, of 10-14 at
level 3-4.9, and 10-20 at higher levels. The average mmber of EE
students attending each session in CBOs is lower than the other IPAs due
to the inclusion of individual or special small group tutoring sessions in
the totals.

TABLE 20
BASIC EDUCATION ATTENDANCE BY LEVEL

LEVEL LEVEL
0-4.9 5-8.9 AVERAGE

CUNY 10 11 11
CBOS 5 9 6
BOLn 8 10 9
AVERAGE 8 10 9

Table 21 presents ESOL attendance by instructional level. In general,
Classes at the lower instructional levels (I/II) had slightly higher
attendance rambers than classes at the higher levels. This was true at
CUNY and at the CBOs; the Board of Education, on the other hand, had equal
attendance numbers at both levels. Once again, it is most likely that
these mumbers reflect the size of classes rather than rates of attendance.

TABLE 21
ESOL ATTENDANCE BY LEVEL

LEVEL  IEVEL

I/11 III/IV AVERAGE
CUNY 17 13 16
CBOS 18 13 16
BOE 13 13 13
AVERAGE 14 13 14




IV. STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

Results obtained through reqular testing provide one measure of
student achievement. All students who received literacy instruction were
tested upon entering the programs. Basic education instructional levels
were established using the Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE). For
non-English speakers, the John Test was used.

Tt is important to recognize that the test used to measure achievement
inbasicedumtim,the'mm,mmtdsigmdtomtheverylmt
level (0-2.9). Furthermore, the test used to measure growth in ESOL, the
John Test, was not designed as a standardized achievement test, and test
norms, reliability, and validity have not been established. The results
reported here should be viewed in that light and conclusions seen as
evidence of possible trends.

A. Students with Post-Tests

Out of the total student population of 44,166, the total number of
students post-tested was 21,881 or 49.5% of the students. This represents
anhmaaefmﬂlsssmmﬂ.?%otﬂnsuﬂmumpost-usud.
mmummmwmmmmmmm
hours of instruction according to MAC/SED guidelines. These gquidelines
specify that students in a tutorial program should be post-tested after 50
msofimmmim:mmmmtlmﬂmthnsper
week should be post-tested after 100 hours; and students whose classes
meet 10 or more LiIours per week after 200 hours. Since students enter
programs at various times during the year, not all of them had received
the specified mumber of hours of instruction by the end of the fiscal
year. Certainly some students left the programs prior to receiving
post-tests. Table 22 presents the number of students with post-tests by
type of instruction.

TABLE 22
STUDENTS WITH FOST-TESTS BY TYPE OF INSTRUCTION

BE ESOL BENL, MATH TOTAL

CUNY 1,313 1,507 100 19 2,939
% total 65.9% 63.3% 81.3% 82.6% 65.0%
CB0OS 1,172 2,385 161 279 3,997
ftotal 49.7% 69.7% 74.5% 52.6% 61.2%
BOE 6,017 8,620 308 — 14,945
TOTAL 8,502 12,512 569 298 21,881
$total 45.4% 52.7% 50.6% 53.9% 49.5%




By agency, CUNY post-tested the highest percentage of students, 65.0%,
followed closely by the CBOs, where 61.2% of the students were
post-testad. In FY 1985, QUNY post-tested 56.1% of the students, and the
CBOs post-testad 66.3% of the students. The Board of Bducation
post-tested 45.1% of the students, an increase from 35.1% in FY 1985.
Undoubtedly, same of this increase is a result of a change in BOE
procedure: in FY 1985 the BOE used a GED prediction exam for testing HSE
students instead of the TAEE test. In FY 1986 the BOE began pre and post
testing all HSE students 7-8.9 using the TARE test.

B. Studeits with Gaip

As a result ol participating in literacy programs, a total of 8,078
students showed a gain of at least one year on the tests used for BE,

BENL, or math or 20 points on the John Test, used for ESOL. These
students represent 18.3% of the total student population and 36.9% of the
students with post-tests. In FY 1985, students with gain represented a
slightly amaller percentage of the total student population (17.5%) and a
larger percentage of students post-tested (41.0%). The latter difference
is not surprising, since a larger percentage of the total student
population was post-tested in FY 1986 (49.5% as compared with 42.8%). It
mist also be remembered that many other students made significant
progress, but because they were not post-tested or showed scmewhat less
than one year of growth ar 20 points of gain, they are not included here.
Table 23 presents the mmber of students with gain by type of
instruction. Totals are not presented for each agency since the types of
tests and indicators for reporting gain differ by type of instruction.

*NOTE: There are more rtudents with less than one year or 20 points of
qain but those dat» were not included in this data source. For more
detailed qain information see "Analysis of New York Ctiy’s Adult Literacy
Data: 1985-1986".



TABLE 23
NUMEER OF STUDENTS WITH GAIN BY TYPE OF INSTRUCTION
BE ESOL BENL MATH
CUNY 710 799 71 19
% post-tested 54.1% 53.0% 71.0% 100.0%
% total 35.6% 33.6% 57.7% 82.6%
CBOS 673 1,121 99 155
% post-tested 57.4% 47.0% 61.5% 55.6%
% total 28.5% 32.8% 45.8% 29.2%
BOE 2,323 2,108 0 0
% post-tested 38.6% 24.5% 0.0% —
% total 16.1% 11.7% 0.0% —
TOTAL 3,706 4,028 170 174
% post-tested 43.6% 32.2% 29.9% 58.4%
% total 19.8% 17.0% 15.1% 31.5%

As shown in Table 23, math had the highest percentage of students with
gain, both out of those with post-tests (58.4%)
population emrolled in math (31.5%). This was
68.9% of the math students with post-tests and 55.8% of the total math
population showed gain. Among BE students, 43.6% of
and 19.8% of the total BE student population showed gain; this represents
a substantial improvement from FY 1985, when 43.8% of students with
post-tests and 12.2% of the t«:al BE population showed gain. Among ESOL
students, 32.2% of the students with post-tasts and 17.0% of the ESOL
population showed gain; this represents a decrease from FY 1985, when
38.0% of the students with post-tests and 22.7% of the ESOL population
showed gain. Among BENL students, 29.9% of the students with post-tests
and 15.1% of the BENL population showed gain; in FY 1985, a substantially
larger proportion (56.1%) of BENL students with post-tests showed gain,
but this represents the same proportion (15.1%) of the total EENI

C. Bagic Education

Table 24 presents data on basic education stuiats showing qain.
Overall, 19.6% of the EE students showed gain, a substantial increase from
FY 1985, when 12.2% of the BE students showed gain. It is an encouraging
siyn that higher proportions of lower level students showed gain in
caparigon with higher level students: overall, 48.3% of lower level
stidents with post-tasts and 24.3% of the total lower level BE students
showad gain in comparison with 41.1% of higher level stidents with
post-~tests and 17.8% of the total higher level BE students. This trend
wvas also true in FY 1985.
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TABLE 24
STUDENT GAIN IN BASIC EDUCATION BY LEVEL

LEVEL LEVEL SUSTOTAL LEVEL LEVEL SUBIUTAL
0-2.9 3-4.9 0-4.9 5-6.9 7-8.9 5-8.9 TOTAL

CUNY 106 175 281 298 131 429 710
ttest 44.4% 51.3% 48.4% 51.9% 82.4% 58.5% 54.1%
total 24.7% 34.1% 29.8% 38.2% 48.3% 40.8% 35.6%

CBOS 155 180 335 220 118 338 673
Ytest 45.7% 64.5% 54.2% 62.7% 58.1% 61.0% 57.4%
$total 23.7% 31.0% 27.1% 30.5% 29.2% 30.0% 28.5%

BOE T 238 554 792 820 711 1,531 2,323
$test 41.0% 48.8% 46.2% 39.7% 31.8% 35.6% 38.6%
$total 19.3% 23.2% 21.9% 17.1% 11.9% 14.2% 16.1%

TOTAL 499 909 1,408 1,338 960 2,298 3,706
ttest 43.1% 51.8% 48.3% 44.8% 36.9% 41.1% 43.6%
ttotal 21.6% 26.1% 24.3% 21.3%  14.4% 17.8% 19.8%

D. ESOL

Overall, 4,028 ESOL students (17.0%) showed qain, a slight decrease
from FY 1985, when 4,051 students (22.7%) showed gain. The proportion of
students post-tested with qain, 32.2%, was also lower than in FY 1985,
when 38.0% of the ESOL stidents with post-tests showed qain. Overall,
more students at the lower ESOL level showed gain than students at the
higher level; by agency, this pattern wvas consistent, as it also was in FY
1985. At CUNY, 38.9% of the lower level ESOL students showed qgain, while
14.4% of the higher jevel students showed gain; at the CBOs, 36.0% of the
lower level students showed gain as compared with 19.4% of the higher
level students; and at the BOE, 14.6% of the lower level students showed
gain as campared with 5.2% of the higher level students. Table 25
presents the mmber of ESOL students with gain by instructional level.
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TABLE 25
STUDENT GAIN IN ESOL INSTRIXCTION BY LEVEL

LEVEL LEVEL SUBIOTAL LEVEL LEVEL SUBTOTAL
I IT I/I1 III v IIT/IV  TOTAL

7l 354 725 69 5
53.6% 65.7% 58.9% 32.7% 7.
3

CUNY 74 799
ttest
$total 32.8% 48.2% 38.9% 19.1%

CBOS
fttest

| 26.8% 53.0%
14.4% 33.6%

644 348 922 109 20 129 1,121
52.1% 49.7% 51.3% 31.2% 19.8% 28.7% 47.0%
ttotal 35.7% 36.5% 36.0% 21.6% 12.4% 19.4% 32.8%

BOE 1,260 570 1,830 262 16 278 2,108
Stest 33.1% 30.8% 32.4% 13.7% 1.5% 9.4% 24.5%
stotal 14.4% 14.8% 14.6% 7.4% 0.9% 5.2% 11.7%

TOTAL 2,275 1,272 3,547 440 41 481 4,028
test 39.7% 41.2% 40.2% 17.8% 3.4% 13.0% 32.2%
$total 19.5% 23.0% 20.6% 9.9% 1.9% 7.3% 17.0%

E. Other Achieveme... . by Studentg+

Many students made other types of achievements as a result of
participating in instructional programs, as presented in Table 26. It
should be noted that an individual student could fall into more than one
category of achievement, so neither grand totals nor totals by agency are
given. The only totals presented are the mmber of students for each
category. iarge mmbers of students were judged by the programs to have
increased skills or campetancies in general areas of knowledge.
Among the more specific types of achievement, the greatest mmber of
students cbtained a Gensral Equivalency Diplama (2,301), although this
represents a crop fram FY 1985, when 4,361 students cbtained a GED.
Relativ' - large mumbers of students also cbtained a job or registered to
vote.

* In this section of the report and in the following section, Students’
Reasons for Leaving Instructional Programs, 3,502 students at

levels 9~12 are included: 23 at CUNY, 73 at the CBOs, axd 3,406 at the
Board of Education.
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TABLE 26
NUMEER OF STUDENTS BY TYPE OF ACHIEVEMENT

QUNY CBOs ECE TOTAL
Improved Skills 3,404 4,870 17,878 26,152

Improved Comp.
Caom. Res. 2,577 3,669 7,360 13,606
Goverrment 1,883 2,912 6,096 10,891
Consumer 1,549 3,130 5,183 9,862
Ocaup. Know. 1,672 3,331 4,285 9,288
Haalth Care 1,701 3,034 2,603 7,338
Parenting 1,533 2,552 1,605 5,710
Other 720 3,060 2,592 6,372
Oktained GED 2,311* 136 2,116 4,563
Obtained Job 137 547 702 1,386
Register Vote 247 475 166 898
Campleted BE 229 222 399 850
Enter Other Ed. 52 332 374 758
Obt. Better Job 36 228 447 731
Completed ESOL 4 50 179 172 401
Remove P.A. 21 263 95 379
Entex Post.Sec. 26 114 183 323
US Citizenship 15 41 69 125
Obtained Diploma c 28 55 83

* Includes data on 5,745 CUNY pre-GED and GED students.
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The most common

PRI ams

Whenever students left instructional programs during the
ware askad to give their ressons for leaving. The data collected on these
reasans are given in Table 27.
obtained a job, enrolling in other education,

and having mowved.

TABLE 27
MUMBER OF STUDENTS BY REASONS FOR LEAVING PROGRAMS

CUNY CEOs BOE TOTAL
Obtained Jab 91 389 977 1,457
Other Bducation 116 222 766 1,104
Changed Address 208 310 508 1,026
Family 159 231 532 922
Health 150 195 529 874
child Care 109 107 274 490
other Training 21 134 239 394
Time of Class 52 54 278 384
Lack of Interest 48 121 195 364
Transportation 59 34 112 205
Location 14 14 55 83
Other Known 389 116 2,104 2,609
Other Unknown 961 464 3,041 4,466

1)

year, they
reasons given were having
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V. SIAIT

A. Mumber and Type of Staff

Staffing patterns varied greatly among instructional programs, as they
also did in FY 1985. Presented in Tables 28-31 are the mumbers of 1)
administrators - ° supervisors, 2) teachers, 3) counselors, and 4)
paraprofessionals, each according to the ramber of hours worked per week.
In these four tables, the Board of Education staffing information is given
for regions 1-13. Only information on teachers was available for the
other regions. In addition, in Table 32, the mmber of unpaid volunteers
are presented for programs, data that were not avajlable in FY 1985.

TABLE 28
NUMBER OF AIMINISTRATORS AND SUPERVISORS BY HOURS WORKED PER WEEK

IESS THAN 20-35

20 HOURS HOURS 35 HOURS; TOTAL
CUNY 9 2 7 18
CBOS 25 4 12 41
BOE# 11 0 57 68
TOTAL 45 6 76 127

*Information on regions 1-13. Other information was
not reported.

TABIE 29
NUMBER OF TEACHERS BY HOURS WORKED PER WEEK

LESS THAN 20-35

20 HOURS HOURS 35 HOURS TOTAL
CUNY 80 17 10 107
CBos 94 21 23 138
BOE* 461 169 0 630
TOTAL 635 207 a3 875

*Information on regions 1-13. An additional 137
teachers were reported fram other regions.
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Y THA? e 30
:i‘ NUMEBER OF QOUNSELORS BY HOURS WORKED PER
0S 20=35
20 HOURS HOURS - .
10 2 1 |
20 1 8 29
BOE* 0 : o WEE] |
TOTAL 30 . | |
*Information on regicis 1-13.
1ES TABLE 31
N!.MBEROF‘PI\RJ\Pl-'!)!"!‘é"asZIZClle\I.SBYI-!IJIBVIRKZE:DpERWE:E:K
0S 2035
20 HXRS  HOURS 35 -
CUNY 26 1 o 27
11 3 l 35
BOE* 38 87 22 :
TOTAL 95 91 : 209
305 32
NUMBER OF UNPAID VOLUNTEERS
ADMIN
& SUP TEACHERS QUUNSEICORS PARAS o
0 1l 0 31 32
5 135 7 : :
BOE N/A N/A N/A N/A o
TOTAL 5 136 7 3 :




B. Staff Development. Hours*

Each instructional program was required to provide opportunities
for staff development to its teachers, as follows: for full-time
experienced teachers, a minimm of 20 hours; for full-time inexperienced
teachers, a miniinm of 30 hours; for part-time experienced teachers, a
minimm of 10 hcars; and for part-time inexperienced teachers, a minimm
of 15 hours.

The following table summarizes the staff development hours
required and ctually received by teachers in the three agencies. Each
agency provided substantially more staff development than was required.
Only for full-time inexperienced teachers were fewer hours received than

were required.

TABLE 33
NUMBER OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT HOURS

EI_EXP FI_INEXP P ExF PT_INEXP IQTAL
REQ RECD REQ RECD RBQ RECD REQ RECD RBQ  RECD

CUNY 460 721 0 0 880 1,101 30 38 1,370 1,860
CBOS 900 1,484 165 193 790 1,179 130 138 1,985 2,994
BOE 3,920 4,644 720 546 4,880 6,644 870 1,112 10,390 12,946

TOTAL 5,280 6,849 885 739 6,550 8,924 1,030 1,288 13,745 17,800

C. Iypes of Staff Development

Programs were asked to describe their staff development programs in
the narrative section of the final report form. A set of formats and a
set of topics were extrapolated from their responses. Only the most
cammon responses Will be discussed here. Since this question was
open-ended, the mmbers in the following tables should not be considered
exact,

Table 34 lists the most cammon formats of staff development. The most
common by far was workshops, followed by conferences, networking, staff
meetings, and cbservations with feedback.

*This section of the report and the sections on Self-Analysis of Program
Performance and Technical Assistance Needs are based upon narrative
reports fram 10 CUNY colleges, 31 CBOs, and 21 regions from the BOE.
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TABRLE 34
FORMATS OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

Workshops 6 23 15 44
Conferences 5 18 7 30
Networking 7 10 7 25
'}ﬁ Staff Meetings 5 15 4 2
OCbservations, Feedback 3 5 14 22
IAC Workshops 3 11 2 16
Materials Displays/Reviews 3 5 5 13
Discussion/Study Groups 1 4 6 11
ori. lcus 3 2 6 1
College/Grad. Courses 1 5 4 10
Professional Materials 1 5 4 10

The most common topic of staff development was teaching techniques and
strategies for adult basic education (BE). Otlx common topics were
instructional materials for BE, teaching techniq s for ESOL, and
techniques for teaching writing. All of these topics reflect the
programs’ concern for the quality of services delivered in the classroom.
During the first year of implementation (1984-85), the topics of testing
and record-keeping were much more common than this year, suggesting that
programs are more comfortable with these procedures now. Table 35
presents the most common topics of staff development.
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TABLE 35
TOPICS OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

CUNY CBOS HOE TOTAL
Teaching techniques - BE 6 18 11 35
Instructional mats. - BE 7 10 6 23
Teaching techniques - ESOL 6 8 9 23
Teaching writing 3 5 15 23
Assess. stud. needs/progress 3 10 6 19
Testing 4 9 6 19
Qurriculum development 4 5 8 17
Instructional mats. - ESOL 6 3 6 15
GED test 1 1 12 14
Record-keeping 4 5 3 12
Adult learner 1 4 5 10
Classrm. mgt./lesson plans 1 3 6 10
Issues 2 5 3 10




Programs were also asked to analyze their performance over fiscal year
1986 in the narrative section of the final report. This was an open—ended
question, allowing programe to highlight what they chose. The most cammon
responses are summarized in the following tables, which camprise program
accamplishments and features.

Iheaccmplialmthighnghtedbymstpmgrmmsmdentpmgress
on stardardized tests. This was followed by the fact that they met or
surpassed projections and student placements (Jobs, other education,

training programs, etc.) after campleting the program.

TABLE 36
PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS

CGUNY CBOS BOE TOTAL

Student progress on tests 7 22 11 40
Met/surpassed projections 5 16 - 21
Stud. placements after program 1 14 6 21
Good/better stud. retention 2 8 1 11
Gocd/better stud. attendance 2 2 5 9
Stud. increased self-esteem 2 7 -— 9

Among program features highlighted in the narratives, the most: common

were the presence of supplementary services, expansion or a new program,
and better or more counseling for students. The following table

sumarizes program responses.
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TABLE 37
PROGRAM FEATURES

CUNY CBOS BHOE TOTAL

Supplementary services 5 15 9 29
Expansion/nes program 2 3 15 20
Better/more counseling 4 7 5 16
Wide range of classes 1 2 8 11
Serving lowest level 1 8 — 9

B. Program Difficulties

Many programs discussed their difficulties as well as their
accanpl ishments. The most cammon were student retention and attendance,
followed by post-testing and student recruitment, as shown in the
following table.

TABLE 38
PROGRAM DIF ICULTIES

CONY CBOS ROE TOTAL

Student retention 5 4 5 14
Student attendance 2 4 7 13
Post-testing 4 3 - 7
Student recruitment - 4 2 6

As in the final report for fiscal year 1985, programs’ requests for
technical assistance varied greatly. This suggests a need for the IAC to
maintain ongoing, close contact with individual programs to offer
technical assistancs geared to their specific needs. Same of the requests
in the narratives reflected these specific program needs, while others
were actually requests for additional funds or staff. The more general,
camon responses are listed in the following tables.
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Smtadmimlmimmtshﬂimtedmofmralmad.
The most common of these was for assistance with student recruitment
through publicity and outreach. This was followed by requests for
assistance with record-keeping and sharing effective materials. The most
cormcn areas of need are sumarized in the following table.

TARLE 39
AREAS OF NEED FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

CUNY CBOS BOE  TOTAL

Student recruitment/retention § 6 10 21

Record-keeping 4 11 5 20
Sharing effective materials 2 10 8 19
Design/find better tests 3 9 5 17
Student referral 3 6 5 14
Camputerized rec.keeping -— 4 4 8
Quriculum development - 3 5 8
Inst. uses of camputer -— 5 3 8
Teacher recruitment 1 1 5 7

Other program responses indicated the form of technical assistance

they need. The most common form requested was workshops. Many programs
also requested more opportunities for professional networking. The most
camon responses are summarized in the following table.
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TARLE 40

FORMS Of TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE REQUESTED

CUNY CBOS BOE  TOTAL

More workshops 4 15 15 3

Networking 6 11 9 26

On-site assistance/wkshops 3 7 4 14

Trma/support for counselors 3 4 4 11

Professional literature 2 5 1 8

Video library/equipment 1 1 4 6
45
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VII. PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

Estimating the cost of providing literacy services irn New York City is
difficult considering the great diversity of program size and type of
agancy. For BE, 0-8.9 and ESOL instructional services a total of
$15,081,977 of City anxd State funds was spent during fiscal year 1986 for
the services described in Part I of the report, an increase of $3,639,534
over FY 1985. These funds were distriluted follows: $1,807,313 to CUNY
colleges; $1,983,098 to CBOs; and $11,291,566 to the Board of Educztion.
CUNY colleges received $399,4 ; CBOs received
$269,334 more than in Fr 1985; and the Board of Bducation received
$2,970,731 more than in FY 1985. To explore the relationship between

Table 41 sumarizes the rumber and proportion of total students,
instructional hours, contact hours, and furxis for all three agercies.

TABLE 41
EXPENDITURE COMPARISON AMUNG AGENCIES
INST. CONTACT
GRANT STUDENTS HOURS HOURS
CUNY* $1,807,313 4,519 38,212 483,914
u.m 10.2% 1007% 12‘5%
CBOS $1,983,098 6,527 65,064 688,137
13.0% 14.8% 18.3% 17.8%
BOE $11,291,566 33,120 252,539 2,692,516
75.0% 75.0% 71.0% 69.7%

TOTAL $15,081,977 44,166 355,815 3,864,567
100% 100% 100% 100%

Based on the figures presemnted in the preceding table, the costs per
student, per instructional hour, and per comiact hour are presented in
Table 42.

*These figures do not include the $331,268 of AEA furxds, the funds
or

provided by QUNY to support the CUNY pre-GED and GED program, the 5,745
students served in those programs.



TABLE 42
COSTS OF INSTRUCTICNAL PROGRAMS

QOST PER QOST PER QOST PER

CUNY $38 $3 $317
CBOS $28 $3 $271
BOE $52 $5 $383
AVERAGE $46 $4 $360

The variations in these costs reflect the many variations among and
within each agency as well as the diversity of services offered. It was
impossible, within the scope of this report and the data received, to
estimate in-kind resources used to support literacy services. in
addition, as reported this year for the first time, many CUNY colleges and
CBOs relied heavily on the use of volunteers. Moreover, factors such as
the level of students’ skills, class size, and attendance rates for

programs affect cost figures.

Nonetheless, these cost fiqures 3o allow same conclusions to be made.
The average cost for an instructional hour was approximately $46, about $5
more than in FY 1985. According to attendance data presented earlier,
this provided on the average an hour of instruction to 11 students (the
same number as in FY 1985). The average cost per student was about $360,
nearly $65 more than in FY 1985. Each student, on the average, attended
80 hours of instruction (4 mwore hours than in FY 1985). The cost per
contact hour was approximately the same as in TY 1985. It must be said,
however, that it is impossible to assign a dollar value to the positive
impact of these programs on the students served.
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I. SERVICES

MAC funds were used for adult literacy learning centers at the three
New York City public library systems: the Brooklyn Public Library, the

Mmmmmmw,mmmymmncmm:y(mm
Manhattan, the Bronx, and Staten Island). In FY 1985, all three

renovated space, hired and trained new staff, and developed or expanded
collections duigmdtomisthothsb.ﬂmtsaxﬂlitamcy providers.
These activities contimued in FY 1986, with direct services to students
beiny greatly expanded during this year.

Students and Userw

The library programs offered four basic services: individual tutoring
programs, small group programs, computer-assisted instruction (CAI), ard
drop-in use of the adult literacy collections. Table 43 summarizes the
use of tutoring and small group services as reported by the libraries.

TABLE 43

USE OF ADULT LITERACY SERVICES AT THE FUBLIC LIERARIES
NYPL BKLYN QUEENS TOTAL

BASIC ED
Tutorial 30 429 158 617
Small Group 481 92 66 639
Subtotal 511 521 224 1,256

ESOL

Tutorial 0 0 0 0
Small Group 0 0 171 171
Subtotal 0 J 171 171
TOTAL STUDENTS 511 521 395 1,427

These figures represent a substantial increase over FY 1985 in the
mumber of students served. In FY 1986, 1,427 students received
hstmctim&npandwithsﬂsb.ﬂmtsﬂnprwimyur. All three
library systems also made ccputers available to offer camputer-assisted
instruction, and maintained adult literacy book collections for student
use
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As with the instructional
organizations, and the Board of Education, the amount of instruction
mivadbysuﬂmuatﬂnmbliclimrypmgmmmby
instructional hours, contact hours, and comtact hours per student.
totalsinthasecategoriesarepmintrnpangnphsﬂntfollw.

A. Instructional Hours

A total of 23,353 instructional hours

library programs. Of this total
tutorialhstmctimarﬂQ,Mliﬁ

instructional hours were

three library systams
hours: New York Public

Queens offered 7,988.
instructional

hours was in basic education tutorial
New York Public Library, it wvas in basic education small group

instruction. Queens Borough Public Library was the only one to offer ESOL

programs offered by CUNY, cammunity-based

The

was provided by the public
22,742 was in basic education: 12,901 in
small group instruction.

In ESOL, 611

provided, all in small group instruction. A1l
offered virtually the same mumber of instructional
Library offered 7,781; Brooklyn offered 7,584; and
For Brooklyn and Queens, the largest number of
instruction

instruction. Table 44 presents the instructional hours by type of

instruction.
TABLE 44
NUMBER OF INSTRUCTIONAL HOURS BY TYPE OF INSTRUCTION
EE EBE ESOL ESOL
NY?PL N/A* 7,781 0 0 7,781
BIZYN 6,048 1,536 0 0 7,584
m 6,853 524 0 611 7,988
TOTAL 12,901 9,841 0 611 23,353

* Incorporated in BE Sm. Grp. figure

(1) The New York Public Library also offers ESOL instruction but it is

provided at the Riverside Adult

Part 1 with CBOs.

4§

Learning Center whose data are reported in
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B. Qontact Hours

The library programs reported a total of 40,133 contact hours. Of
this total, 37,532 contact hours were in basic education: 12,901 in
tutorial instruction and 24,631 in small grop instruction. A total of
2,601 contact hours was reported for ESOL, all in smmall group
instruction. Like instructional hours, the contact hours by 1ibrary
System were all quite similar for NYPL; 13,440 for Brooklyn and 13,105 for
Queens. Table 45 presents the contact hours by type of instruction.

TABLE 45
NUMBER OF CONTACT HOURS BY TYPE OF INSTRUCTION

BE BE ESOL ESOL

TUT. SM.GRP. TUT. SM.GRP. TOTAL
NYPL N/A* 13,588 0 0 13,588
BKILYN 6,048 7,392 0 0 13,440
QUEENS 5,853 3,651 0 2,601 13,105
TOTAL 12,901 24,631 0 2,601 40,133

* Incorporated in BE Sm. Grp. figure

Libraries also provided other types of educational and supportive
services for its students, such as fieid trips, counseling services, and
student input into service delivery.

C. Contact Hours per Student

The average mumber of contact hours per student for all programs was
28. For NYPL, it was 27; for Brooklyn, it was 26. Queens had the highest
number of contact hours per student at 33.

The zverage mmber of contact hours per student was twice as high for
basic education students (30) than for ESOL (15).
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III. LOCATIONS

Each public library system has established programs at several sites.
Learning Centers offer a broad array of services which include direct
staff consultation and small group instruction, and perhaps camputer
assisted instruction. In scome cases, these learning centers or the
central library work with other branch libraries, called "satellites."

" Satellites have adult literacy deposit collections and host individual

tutoring sessions. The mmber of learning center sites and satellites is
presented in Table 46.

TABLE 46
NUMBER OF LOCATIONS FOR FUBLIC LIBRARY PROGRAMS

LEARNING SATELLITES TOTAL

CRENTIRS
NEW YORK 7 2 9
BROOKLYN 5 10 15
QUEENS 5 0 5
TOTAL 17 12 29

The New York Public Library locations included 3 learning centers in
Manhattan, 1 center in Staten Island, and 3 centers and 2 satellites in
the Bronx. The total mmber of library sites, 29, was the same as in FY
1985.*

IV. MATERIALS

Each of the library-cperated literacy centers contains a broad
collection of instructional and professional materials in basic education
and English for speakers of other languages. These materials are
available for loan to individuals, and some of the centers also have
deposit collections available for use over a prolonged period of time (ap
to several months) by other literacy programs in the area.

*The FY 1985 report included a miscalculation of the mumber of NY Public
Library Satellites by counting 5 outposted ESOL class locations as
satellite centers. There were 29 total library sites in FY 1985.
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A. Print Materials

All three library systems continued to add to their ocollections of
adult education print materials for their literacy centers. These
materials include books, periodicals, and other print materials. Table 47
sumarjzes the number of items purchased in FY 1986 by each library system
for use by basic education and ESOL students and adult literacy
professionals. While most materials ware categurizec: for BE, libraries
mentioned that BE materials were appropriate for ESOL instruction as well.

TABLE 47
NUMEER OF PRINT ITEMS PURCHASED BY LIERARIES BY CATEGORY

NYPL  BKIYN  QUEENS  TOTAL

Basic Bd 20,051 35,226 18,405 73,682
ESOL 2,224 775 3,678 6,677
Professional 298 717 68 1,083
TOTAL 22,573  1,,718 22,151 81,442

B. Audiovisual and Comouter Materials

Many literacy centers also offered camputer-assisted instruction and
audiovisual resources. A total of 2,195 items were purchased this year,
in four categories: computer software, audio tapes, videotapes, and other
materials. Table 48 presents the rumber of items purchased by each
library system in each category.

MMOFMIWMLM%BYWBYM
NYPL BKLYN QUEENS TOTAL
COMP. SOFTWARE 271 506 65 842
AUDIO TAPES 21 60 1,111 1,192
VIDEOTAPES 21 0 0 2l
OTHER 140 0 0 140
TOTAL 453 566 1,176 2,195
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V. SIAFFING

The library programs all operated with staff who were responsible for
administrative, clerical, collection maintenance, training, outreach, and
client services tasks. The Brooklyn Public Library, with 18 full-time and
3 part-time pecple, had the largest staff. The Queens Borough Public
Library had 14 full-time staff members, and the New York Public Library
had 11.

A-w

In addition to its paid staff, each library program used a large
mmber of volunteers, mcumlctadbothmwtormgsessimas
well as small group instruction. Table 49 presents the mumber of
volunteers by type of instruction for all three library systems.

TABLE 49
NUMBER OF VOLUNTEERS BY TYPE OF INSTRUXCTION

NYPL  BKIYN  QUEENS TOTAL

BASIC ED.
Tutorial 30 389 126 545
Small group 193 16 1 210
Subtotal 223 405 127 755
ESOL
Tutorial 0 0 N/A 0
Small g.oup 0 0 N/A 0
Subtotal 0 0 N/A 0
VOLS.IN TRAINING
Wtg.assigment 5 17 0 22
In training 0 5 0 5
Wtg.training 55 35 195 285
Subtotal 60 57 195 312
TOTAL 283 462 342 1,087

meumbersofvolmtaersineadxmtagoryformnbruysystmis
mistmtwithtluimtimrqortadtortmtmtngory. For example,

in BE small group instruction. Brooklyn and Queens reported most of their
volunteers in BE tutorial instruction, also in keeping with ‘the mumber of
students repocted in BE tutoring.
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B. Staff Develogment

As in FY 1985, staff attended a variety of professional development
activities which were held at the central library systems’ offices, at the
branches and by other crganizations. These activities took a mmber of
forms — retreats and conferences, workshops and seminars, staff meetings
and presentations, idea exchanges and peer chservation and feedback. The
topics of these activities were equally diverse and included reading and

writing, use of camputers, testing, tutor training, learning disabilities,
and instructional approaches for BE and ESOL students.

VI. EXPENDITURES

A total of $1,926,000 was spent by
systems: $1,401,812 for personnel services and $524,188 for other than
personnel services. Among OTPS expenditures $290,665 was for print
materials for students amd professionals; $68,962 for audiovisual and
carmputer materials; $114,408 for furniture and equipment; and $50,153 for
renovations. This comperes with $1,085,743 in FY 1985: $409,188 for print
materials; $220,201 for audiovisual and computer hardware and materials;
$198,642 for furniture and office equipment; and $257,712 for renovation.
Since FY 1985 was the first year for the library literacy center, funds
ware needed to renovate and equip the center. In every OTPS catagory,
mich less was spent in FY 1986 than in FY 1985. The FY 1986 expenditures

are presented by category in the following table.

TAHLE 50
PUBLIC LIBRARY OTPS EXPENDITURES BY CATEGORY

NYPL BKLYN QUEENS TOTAL

PRINT MATERIALS

BE $103,275 $104,043 $31,510 $23¢,828

ESOL 15,350 c 23,992 39,342

Professional 10,939 0 1,556 12,495

Subtotal 129,564 104,043 57,058 290,665
AV/O0MP.MATERIALS

Carp. software 25,065 N/A 7,113 32,178

Auxdio tapes 365 N/A 26,090 26,455

Videotapes 1,329 N/A 0 1,329

Other 9,000 N/A o 9,000

Subtotal 35,759 N/A 33,203 68,962
FURN. /BQUIP. 79,160 20,813 14,435 114,408
RENOVATIONS 23,796 0 26,357 50,153
TOTAL $268,279 $124,856 $131,053 $524,188
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'misfirnlmportdescribeslitem:ysawicesdurirqunsmﬂyear
of the New York City Adult Literacy initiative (July 1, 1985 - June 30,
1986) supported by funds fram the Municipal Assistance Corporation ard
funds administered by the State Education Department including Adult
Bducation Act (AEA), Welfare Education Program (WEP), and Employment
Preparation Bducation (EPE} funds. During this period, literacy services
were provided by 10 colleges of tha City University of New York and 33
camunity based organizations under contract with the New York City
Coanmunity Development Agency; the New York City Board of Bducation
provided over 700 classes across 22 regions and the public libraries
cperated 17 literacy centers and 12 satellite locations.

A total of 48,515 students received instruction in classes, labs, or
tutorial sessions in programs throughout the five boroughs of New York
City. There was a wide range in the size of literacy programs, from
programs serving fewer than 50 students in two or three classes, through
those serving ten times that mmber in dozans of classes, to regions of
the Board of BEducation serving over 2000 students at multiple sites
throughout the region. Tutorials, small grouwp instruction and labs were
available at many programs, in addition to traditional classroom
instruction. Well over 1,000 volinteers were used by programs throughout
the system. The average attendance for all programs was the same as last
year at 11 students per session.

The student population served in this second year of the literacy
initiative closely resembles the first year population. Ninety percent
of the students in FY 1986 were minority, 60% were female and 40% males.
As in the previous year, ages ranged from 16 to over 65 with the
majority, 52%, between 25 and 44 years old. A notably larger share of
students were employed in FY 1986 — 49% vs. 45% in FY 1985; and a
slightly larger share 19% vs. 17% were receiving public assistance.

Whereas the first year of the Literacy Initiative was ~haracterized
by encrmous expansion, the second year could be characterized by
stability, improvement and cooperation. A total of $17,007,977 was
spent in fiscal year 1987 across the system. This represents an
increase of $3,998,118 over FY 1985. While the mmber of students
increased by over 8,000, and the amount of funding increased, the number
of sites and providers remained about the same. This stability provided
the opportunity for all levels involved in this initiative — City, State
ard Federal funders; LPAs; program managers and staff — to discover and
nurture a variety of cooperative ventures sharing space, resources,
develormental activities, information and innovations.

Fiscal year 1986 has been an important one for the New York City
Adult Literacy Initiative. This enormous and unprecedented system of
providers and services has gqained a firm foothold and can contime to
develop in quality and be prepared to meet the challenges that will
undoubtedly arise in the future.
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FINAL REPORT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1986

¢ TOTAL GRAND

¥ 3 TOTAL %
- PAGE 1
I. STUDENTS

A.BE BE %

3-4.9 3481 18.6% 7.9%

SUBTOTAL 5794 30 . 9% 13.1%

5~6.9 6289 33.6% 14.2%

7-8.9 2851 15.2% 6.5%

7-8.9 (HSE) 3806 20.3% 8.6%

SUBTOTAL 12946 69.1% 29.3%

BE TOTAL 16740 100.0% 42.4%
B.ESOL ESOL %

I 11666 49.1% 26.4%

II 5529 23.3% 12.5%

SUBTOTAL 17195 72.4% 38.9%

I7° 4426 18.6% 10.0%

Iv 2128 9.0% 4.8%

SUBTOTAL 6554 27.6% 14.8%

ESOL TOTAL 23749 100.0% 53.8%
C.BENL BENL %

0-2.9 165 14.7% 0.4%

3-4.9 446 39.7% 1.0%

SUBTOTAL 611 54.4% 1.4%

5-6.9 320 28.5% 0.7%

7-8.9 193 17.2% 0.4%

SUBTOTAL 513 45.6% 1.2%

BENL TOTAL 1124 100.0% 2.5%
D.MATH MATH %

0-2.9 43 7.8% 0.1%

SUBTOTAL 215 38.9% 0.5%

5-6.9 218 39.4% 0.5%

SUBTOTAL 338 61.1% 0.8%

MATH TOTAL 553 100.0% 1.3%

GRAND TOTA™ STUDENTS 44166 100.0%

A
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j_ TOTAL

# %

%‘ -------- D e . —— - —

: PAGE 2

& II. STUDENTS BY LEVEL

3 A. 0-4.9/I-II 23815  53.9%

: B. 5-8.9/III-IV 20351  46.1%
C. TOT ST BY LEVEL 44166  100.0%
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FINAL REPORT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1986

TOTAL
¥ %
PAGE 3

III. STUDENTS WITH POST TEST
A.BE POST TEST BE %
0-2.9 1158 50.1%
3-4.9 1755 50.4%
SUBTOTAL 2913 50.3%
9=£€.9 2989 47.5%
7-8.9 1298 45.5%
7-8.9 HSE 1302 34.2%
SUBTOTAL 5589 43.2%
BE TOTAL 8502 45.4%
B.ESOL POST TEST ESOL %
I 5730 49.1%
II 3090 55.9%
SUBTOTAL 8820 51.3%
III 2474 55.9%
IV 1218 57.2%
SUBTOTAL 3692 56.3%
ESOL TOTAL 12512 52.7%
C.BENL POST TEST 569 50.6%
D.MATH POST TEST 298 53.9%
GRAND TOTAL POST TEST 21881 49.5%

b1
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TOTAL GRAND
¥ % TOTAL %
PAGE 4
IV. GAIN GAIN/ GAIN/
A.BE GAIN POST STUDENTS
0-2.9 499 43.1% 21.6%
3-4.9 909 51.8% 26.1%
SUBTOTAL 1408 48.3% 24.3%
7-8.9 595 45.8% 20.9%
; HSE 365 28.0% 9.6%
g SUBTOTAL 1933 34.6 14.9%
BE TOTAL 3341 39.3x 17.8%
GAIN/ GAIN/
B.ESOL GAIN POST STUDENTS
I 2275 39.7% 19.5%
II 1272 41.2% 23.0%
SUBTOTAL 3547 40.2% 20.6%
III 440 17.8% 9.9%
IV 41 3.4% 1.9%
SUBTOTAL 481 13.0% 7.3%
ESOL TOTAL 4028 32.2% 17.0%
C.BENL GAIN 170 29.88% 15.1%
D.MATH GAIN 174 58.39% 31.5%
GRAND TOTAL GAIN 7713

* BE, BENL,MATH: Gain is one year or more.
ESOL: Gain is 20 points or more.
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PAGE 5
V. INSTRUCTIONAL HOURS
A.BE
l. 0-4.9
2. 5-8.9

3. BE TOTAL
B.ESOL

1. I/1I

2. III/IV

3. ESOL TOTAL
C.BENL

l. 0-4.9

2. 5-8.9

3. BENL TOTAL
D.MATH

1. 0-4159

2. 5-8.9

3. MATH TOTAL

GRAND TOTAL

E. TESTING HOURS
F. TEST HRS/INST HRS

GRAND TOTAL
(A, B, C, D & E)

180423

106008
48275

1986

GRAND
TOTAL %

154283

4882
3050

100.0%

61.5%
38.5%

100.0%

60.7%
39.3%

345142

100.0%

10673
0.03

355815
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FINAL REPORT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1986

TOTAL GRAND
# TOTAL %
PAGE 6
VI.CONTACT HOURS
A.BE
l. 0-4.9 655946 40.9% 17.2%
2. 5-8.9 947351 59.1% 24.8%
3. BE TOTAL 1603297 100.0% 42.0%
B.ESOL
1. I/11 1484837 70.2% 38.9%
2. III/1IV 628943 29.8% 16.5%
3. ESOL TOTAL 211378 100.0% -4%
C.BENL
1. 0-4.9 50693 69.3% 1.3%
2. 5-8.9 22464 30.7% 0.6%
3. BENL TOTAL 73157 100.0% 1.9%
D.MATH
l. 0-4.9 13803 57.2% 0.4%
2. 5-8.9 10331 42.8% 0.3%
2. MATH TOTAL 24134 100.0% 0.6%
GRAND TOTAL 3814368 100.0%

E.TESTING HOURS

GRAND TOTAL
(A, B, C, D, & E)

La

50199
3864567
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TOTAL
"
PAGE 7
VII. CONTACT HRS/STUDENTS
A.BE
1. 0-4.9 113
2. 5-8.9 73
2. BE TOTAL 86
B.ESOL
; 1. I/1I 86
¢ 2. III/1IV 96
E' 3. ESOL TOTAL 89
¢ C.BENL
1. 0-4.9 83
2. 5-8-9 44
3. BENL TOTAL 65
D.MATH
1. 0-4.9 64
2. 5-8.9 31
3. MATH TOTAL 44
GRAND TOTAL 80

VIII.CONTACT HOURS/INSTRUCTION HOURS

A.BE
l. 0-4.9 8
2- 5-859 10
3. BE 9
B.ESOL
l. I/11 14
2. III/IV 13
3. ESOL 14
C.BENL
l. 0-4.9 10
2- 5-8.9 7
3. BENL 9
D.MATH
1. 0~-4.9 9
2. 5-8.9 10
3. MATH 10

GRAND TOTAL 65 11
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PAGE 8
XIV. COSTS
A. TOTAL GRANT

B. COST PER INST HR
1.EXCLUDING TEST HRS
2.INCLUDING TEST HRS

C. COST PER CONTACT HOUR
1. EXCLUDING TEST HRS
2. INCLUDING TEST HRS

D. COST PER STUDENT

$15,885,435

$46.03
$44.65

$4.16
$4.11

$393.59

"
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PAGE 9

GRAND
TOTAL $%

- D D S S G S D D S W D S ST bt AT bl D D D W S A M

OTHER STUDENT INFORMATION FOR 0-8.9% AND ESOL

X. ETHNICITY AND RACE
AMER NAT
ASIAN
BLACK
HISPANIC
WHITE/OTHER

TOTAL ETHNICITY & RACE

XI. AGE/GENDER
A. AGE GROUPINGS: MALE
16-20 YEARS
21-24
25-44
45-59
60+

TOTAL MALE

B. AGE GROUPS: FEMALE
16-20 YEARS
21-24
25-44
45-59
60+

TOTAL FEMALE

C. AGE GROUPS: TOTAL
16-20 YEARS
21-24
25-44
45-~59
60+

TOTAL AGE

156
4684
13528
21134
3975

0.4%
10.8%
31.1%
48.6%

9.1%

LXK 2 X X1

100.0%

17.0%
18.4%
51.8%
10.4%

2.3%

100.0%

11.8%
14.9%
54.9%
15.2%

3.2%

T A S S Gl S e S S D G SR S A Dy T G e S P S D

100.0%

13.9%
16.3%
53.7%
13.3%

2.9%

100.0%

100.0%




